A JO NT CONCEPT FOR NON- LETHAL WEAPONS

| NTRODUCTI ON
PURPOSE

This joint concept paper provides direction for the Departnent
of Def ense non-1 et hal weapons  program It does so by
establishing a set of guiding principles for the devel opnent of
non-| et hal weapons core capabilities for application across the
spectrum of mlitary operations. This concept paper wll serve
as:

w t he foundation for decisions inpacting joint
capability devel opnent

W a point of departure for experinentation and
devel opnent

W t he common frame of reference for devel opnent of
rel evant doctrine, including tactics, techniques, and
pr ocedur es.

The scope of this paper is necessarily broad. It addresses al
activities and considerations that apply to the devel opnent of
non-| ethal weapons requirements, capabilities, and procedures.
These considerations are not restricted to operational matters.
They al so include policy issues, including sonme matters rel evant
to the decision to use mlitary force in the furtherance of
national interests.

By their nature, concept papers examne ideas. It may be
possible to develop sone of these ideas into practical
capabilities in the near term Oher ideas may challenge
conventional notions and would require nuch nore tinme to produce
useful capabilities. Concepts are not bound by limting criteria
like fiscal constraints or our present |evel of scientific
knowl edge. Rather, they are bound only by the limts of
possi bility—as expressed by the inmtable |laws of sciences |ike
physi cs, chem stry, or biol ogy.

This paper derives from Joint Vision 2010. By pursuing “the
ability to produce a broader range of potential weapons
effects,” it directly supports the operational concept of full
di mensi onal protection. It identifies required operationa
capabilities that will allow comanders to acconplish assigned



m ssions while sinultaneously reducing the adverse effects of
mlitary operations, especially collateral damage.

Usi ng a hypot hetical scenario and a nunber of vignettes, Annex A
expl ores sonme possi bl e applications of non-lethal capabilities.

DEFI NI NG NON- LETHAL WEAPONS

Departnent of Defense policy defines non-lethal weapons as
“weapon systens that are explicitly designed and primrily

enployed so as to incapacitate personnel or materiel, while
mnimzing fatalities, permanent injury to personnel, and
undesired danage to property and the environment.” This

definition does not include information warfare, electronic
war f ar e, or any ot her mlitary capability not desi gned
specifically for the purpose of mnimzing fatalities, permanent
injury to personnel, and undesired damage to property and the
envi ronment, even though these capabilities may have non-Ietha
effects.

It is inportant to note that Departnent of Defense policy does
not require or expect non-lethal weapons “to have a zero
probability of producing fatalities or permanent injuries.”
Rat her, non-|ethal weapons are intended to significantly reduce
the probability of such fatalities or injuries as conpared with
traditional mlitary weapons which achieve their effects through
t he physical destruction of targets.

THE ENVI RONMENT

Increased interaction between friendly troops and friendly,
neutral, or hostile civilian popul ati ons has becone a feature of
the contenporary operational |andscape. This is likely to remain
the case for the foreseeable future. Two factors account for
this developnent. First, worldw de patterns of population growth
and mgration have resulted in increased urbanization, not only
within the established industrialized states, but also in nmany
undevel oped and devel oping societies. The urbanization of many
crisis-prone regions of the world creates the potential for
| arge, vulnerable groups of nonconbatants to be caught up in
mlitary confrontations involving U S. forces.

Second, U.S. forces increasingly operate in the challenging



environment known as mlitary operations other than war. This
category of operations includes such mssions as humanitarian

assi st ance, mlitary support to civil aut horities, peace
oper at i ons, and nonconbatant evacuations. These operations
commonly involve <close and continual interaction between

friendly forces and nonconbatant civilians. Some mlitary
operations other than war scenarios include the presence of
param litary forces or armed factions which present a real but
ill-defined threat. In these situations, the mssion of mlitary
forces comonly has aspects that are preventive in nature. That
is, mlitary forces acconplish their mssion by preventing
individuals or groups from carrying on undesirable activities
such as rioting and looting or attacking, harassing, and
otherwise threatening opponents. Sonetinmes, hostile elenents
blend in wwth the |ocal population of uninvolved citizens. O her
times, sectors of the local population nmay rise against our
forces and becone active participants in acts of violence.
Factional alignnments, the level of violence, and the threat to
m ssi on acconplishnment may change frequently and with little or
no warning. Under such circunstances, the identity of our
opponents is uncertain, and the use of deadly force for purposes
other than self-defense nmay be constrained by rules of
engagenent or by the judgnent of the comander on the scene.

US mlitary forces conduct operations in a manner consistent
with treaties, i nt ernati onal I aw, and U S policy. The
constraints on U S. mlitary action are based on the principles
of proportionality and necessity. These principles reflect our
desires to mnimze nonconbatant casualties and collatera
damage and to preserve the perceived Ilegitimcy of our
operations. Despite our best efforts, however, we are not always
able to elimnate the possibility of nonconbatant casualties
w thout placing friendly forces or mssion acconplishnent at
risk. Wen such nonconbatant casualties occur—even as the
unavoi dable result of actions taken wunder clear mlitary

necessity—they are i mredi ately and graphical ly reported
wor | dw de by networked nedi a organi zations. Such reporting often
creates considerable local, international, or donestic U.S.

opposition to the continued presence of U S. forces in the area
of crisis. This can result in the loss of perceived |egitinacy

and severely |imt the utility of mlitary force as a policy
option in the furtherance of nat i onal i nterests. Cl ever
opponents are quick to recognize these constraints and wll seek

to turn the situation to their own advant age.

Tradi tional mlitary weapons require commanders to nake
difficult “trade off” decisions regarding the proper balance



bet ween m ssion acconplishnent, force protection, and the safety
of nonconbatants. W may relax the rules of engagenent in order
to enhance m ssion acconplishnment or force protection through
increased freedom in the application of firepower, but this
potentially decreases the safety of nonconbatants. Conversely,
when we increase the safety of nonconbat ants  through
restrictions on the wuse of firepower, our troops becone
potentially nore vulnerable and their mission nore difficult to
achi eve.

Non- | et hal weapons expand the nunber of options available to
commanders confronting situations in which the use of deadly
force poses problens. They provide flexibility by allowing US
forces to apply neasured mlitary force with reduced risk of
serious nonconbatant casualties, but still in such a manner as
to provide force protection and effect conpliance. Because we
can enploy non-lethal weapons at a |ower threshold of danger,
commanders can respond to an evolving threat situation nore
rapidly. This allows U S. forces to retain the initiative and
reduce their own vulnerability. Thus, a robust non-Iethal

capability will assist in bringing into balance the conflicting
requi renents of mssion acconplishnment, force protection, and
safety of nonconbatants. It wll therefore enhance the utility

and relevance of mlitary force as a U S. policy option in an
i ncreasi ngly conplex and chaotic international environnent.

GUI DI NG PRI NCI PLES

The guiding principles discussed in the follow ng subsections
are intended to ensure common direction, focused effort, and
efficient use of resources in the devel opnent of U. S. non-Iethal
capabilities. These principles apply to many aspects of non-
| et hal weapons, including desired weapons characteristics and
policies for their enploynment. As guidelines, they are not
exclusive. Neither are they designed to create restrictions on
the rights and responsibilities of US. forces regarding self-
defense. Rather, they are key considerations in the future
devel opment of non-lethal weapons requirenents and capabilities
in the areas of equipnent, doctrine, organization, training,
| eader devel opnent, and support.

LEVERAGE HI GH TECHNOLOGY

Technol ogies with a potential for generating non-lethal mlitary
capabilities cover a very broad spectrum At the “low end of



this spectrum are capabilities which have been in use for nany
years wth wvarying degrees of success. These include riot
bat ons, pepper spray, and rubber bullets. Their advantage is
sinplicity. Their disadvantages are their lack of “standoff”
capability and their applicability only to limted scenarios
i ke hand-to-hand confrontations and riot control.

The exploitation of advanced technologies with potential non-
| ethal weapons applicability calls for innovative, <creative
t hi nki ng. The Departnment of Defense non-|ethal weapons approach
must encourage the pursuit of nontraditional concepts. Qur
experinmental and devel opnental approaches nust be bound only by
the limts of physical possibility. Oherwise, we inpose
artificial and unnecessary limts on our thinking and thus on
the potenti al utility of non- | et hal systens. El ect roni c,
acoustic, and nanotechnol ogi cal approaches, anong others, nmay
of fer hi gh-payoff avenues of investigation and application.

ENHANCE OPERATI ONS

The goal of creating new capabilities is a net inprovenent in
readi ness or performance. As wth any capability based upon
advanced technol ogy, the potential exists for non-lethal weapons
to generate costs (neasured in terns of a tactical conmander’s
ability to enploy resources) that outweigh their benefits. Non-
| ethal weapons nust not create undue burdens. Rather, they
shoul d enhance the conmmander’s ability to acconplish assigned
m ssions. This theme — enhance operations —is central to every
decision involving the developnent, evaluation, procurenent,
depl oynent, and enploynent of non-lethal weapons. It is at the
core of our entire set of guiding principles.

Non-1| et hal weapons nust provide commanders an adaptable and
reliable capability to influence the tactical situation. They
should be effective at distances commensurate wth mssion
requi renents so that commanders can apply non-lethal force over
the entire battl espace. Non-lethal weapons should not be easily
defeated by counterneasures. However, the fielding of
capabilities that are vulnerable to sone counterneasures nay be
justified if the benefits of a single opportunity to use the
capability in a given context would be so great as to outweigh
t hat di sadvant age.

In all cases, non-lethal weapons nust be conpatible wth, easily
integrated wth, and conplenmentary to current and planned
conventional weapons systenms. In seeking to enhance operations,



rather than burden commanders and troops, the Departnent of

Def ense non-lethal weapons program will address the potenti al
i npact of non-lethal weapons upon readiness. First, at the
tactical level, this means that non-lethal weapons, |I|ike

conventional weapons, nmnust achieve the desired effects on
targets instantaneously, or as close thereto as practicable,
wi t hout adversely affecting friendly forces. Non-lethal weapons
designed to be carried and enployed at the individual |evel nust
requi re an absolute m ninum of additional hardware and a m ni nal
increase in equipnent load. They should be designed for
sinplicity of operation and naintenance. W prefer that non-
|l ethal effects be delivered by existing |aunchers and weapons
syst ens. Lar ger st andal one  non-1 et hal systens should Dbe
optim zed for ease of nobunting on existing vehicles or genera
purpose aircraft wthout extensive nodifications. |If non-letha
capabilities require nodification of existing weapons systens,
these nodifications nust not in any way reduce the capability of
those systens to fire |l ethal nunitions.

Second, at the organizational level, we nust mnimze inpacts on
t he personnel system Non-lethal systens nust generate only very
limted requirenments for new mlitary occupational specialties
or new organizations dedicated to their operation or
mai ntenance. Simlarly, the use and naintenance of non-Iethal
weapons should not require field commanders to significantly
alter the organization of their units or to dedicate a
significant percentage of the unit’s assets to those purposes.

Third, non-lethal weapons training nust be of such a nature as
to be readily integrated into other individual and unit training
events. Non-lethal weapons and tactics should be designed for
ease of wuse after brief individual- and unit-level training
that does not seriously distract wunits from other training
t asks. Unavoi dabl vy, nore conplex systens rmay require a
significant investnment in operator training, but this wll be
limted to small nunbers of key personnel. Wapons and
anmmunition nmust be available for live-fire training and nust be
conpatible with the safety requirenents and limtations in
effect on nost live-fire ranges. Non-lethal training aids or
devices should provide realistic and effective training, to
i nclude applications for use in force-on-force exercises.

Fourth, non-lethal weapons nmaintenance requirenents should be
reasonably conpatible with those for other itens of equipnent.
I ndi vidual and organizational maintenance support procedures
shoul d not require extraordi nary arrangenent s or t he
introduction of a large quantity of systemspecific test and



repair equi prent.

AUGVENT DEADLY FORCE

The commtnent of mlitary power to resolve «crises has
traditionally involved either the use of deadly force or the
inplicit or explicit threat of the use of deadly force. Mlitary
units are primarily trained, organized, and equipped for these
purposes. A force arnmed only with traditional mlitary weapons
normally has only two options for effecting conpliance:
mai ntaining a presence (essentially a threat) or actually
enpl oying deadly force. These two options are extremes with no

m ddl e ground. Qur reluctance to inpose our will through the use
of lethal weapons creates a critical vulnerability which our
adversari es qui ckly di scern. Non- | et hal weapons provi de

commanders a nore extensive continuum of options. The w der
range of choices which fall between the extremes of presence and
deadly force gi ves commander s the flexibility to act
appropriately in executing a mssion when circunmstances nay
limt the use of I|ethal neans. Through this capability, non-
| ethal weapons will support the National Mlitary Strategy by
provi di ng nmeans for flexible and sel ective engagenent.

The wi der range of options provided by non-lethal capabilities
augnents deadly force but does not replace it. Deadly force nust
always remain available to the commander when the situation

demands it. The Depart nent of Defense Policy Directive
concerning non-lethal weapons states that “the availability of
non- | et hal weapons wil | not |limt a comuander’s i nherent
authority and obligation to use all necessary neans avail able
and to take all appropriate action in self-defense.” The
exi stence of non- | et hal capabilities therefore does not
represent the potential for “non-lethal warfare” or “non-letha
operations.” Unrealistic expectations to that effect nust be
rigorously avoi ded. Nonconbatant casualties, to include serious
injuries and fatalities, will continue to be a regrettable but

unavoi dabl e outcone when mlitary power is enployed, whether or
not non-lethal weapons are available. Non-Ilethal weapons sinply
add flexibility to conbat operations and enhance force
protection by providing an environment in which friendly troops
can engage threatening targets with limted risk of nonconbatant
casual ties and col |l ateral damage.

This principle—augnent deadly force—+s fundanental to the
pl anni ng and execution of any operation in which the enploynent
of non-lethal capabilities is contenplated. First, rules of



engagenment nust be clearly articulated and wunderstood to
establish the role of non-lethal weapons as an additional neans
of enploying force for the particular purpose of limting the
probability of death or serious injury to nonconbatants—er, in
some circunstances, to eneny conbatants. The capability to
resort to deadly force nust always remain an inherent right of
individuals in instances of self-defense, as well as an inherent
responsibility of commanders when the mission and the
ci rcunstances warrant it.

Second, comanders and public affairs officers nust prepare
personnel to address nedia questions and explain the purpose of
non-| et hal weapons. QOperational experience indicates that novel
capabilities provoke significant nedia interest. Per sonne
participating in interviews or briefings nust be prepared to
address the role of non-lethal weapons in such a manner as to
provide a clear understanding that the presence of a non-letha
capability in no way abrogates the option to enploy deadly force
in appropriate circunstances. This stance is necessary both to
deter potential adversaries and to avoid m sperceptions by the
news nedi a.

PROVI DE “ RHECSTATI C* CAPABI LI TY

For non-|ethal weapons to realize their fullest potential, they
must be capable of delivering varying levels of effects. This
characteristic—a “rheostatic” or “tunable” quality—all allow
commanders to increase or decrease the degree of influence used
to effect conpliance. A rheostatic capability provides the range
of effects necessary to achieve a conplete “continuum of force.”
It is not necessary that individual non-I|ethal weapons possess
rheostatic characteristics (though this my be useful), only
that the famly of non-lethal weapons as a whole provide this
capability.

FOCUS ON TACTI CAL APPLI CATI ONS

Wi | e non- | et hal weapons have  w despread applicability,
Departnent of Defense non-lethal weapons prograns wll focus
efforts on those weapons and systens designed primarily for
enploynment at the tactical level. This distinction does not

preclude the use of non-lethal weapons to achieve operational
and strategi c objectives when circunstances warrant. Its purpose
is to establish direction by focusing devel opnental efforts on
the pursuit of tactical capabilities.



The tactical level of war is the realm of engagenents and
battl es. For purposes of this concept, it is assuned here that
the tactical level of war includes the actions and decisions
taken by the commander of a joint task force and his subordinate
commanders. It is at this level of war that troops are nost
frequently confronted with situations in which it is difficult
to differentiate between the eneny and nonconbatants. The
| eaders who nust neke immediate decisions in these difficult
situations are often very junior. These are the circunstances in
whi ch non-|ethal weapons offer the greatest potential wutility.
Depart ment of Defense non-|ethal weapons prograns will therefore
achieve the greatest benefits by focusing developnental and
acquisition efforts on tactical applications.

FACI LI TATE EXPEDI TI ONARY OPERATI ONS

US forces stand ready to defend national interests through
their capability to rapidly project mlitary power to theaters
of operations anywhere in the world. Forces optimzed for such

rapid deploynent, operating under the constraints of limted
strategic lift, require conbat capabilities with expeditionary
characteristics. “Expeditionary character” includes a nunber of

qualities which define the ability to deploy and carry out
conbat operations on short notice and to continue those
operations indefinitely in austere environnments. These qualities
i nclude nmobility, endurance, and sustainability.

To remain relevant and of value to commanders in the field, non-
| et hal weapons nust be nobile: able to reach the scene of the
action in a tinmely manner and wthout creating major logistic
difficulties or forcing conplex cost-benefit analyses and “trade
of f” deci si ons. Strategic mobility calls for a smnal
“footprint,” which reduces the burden placed upon strategic lift
assets. Qperational nobility requires the ability to rapidly
shift within a theater of operations. Tactical nobility requires
ease of transport at the using-unit |evel w thout overburdening
organi c assets or personnel. The comon thene is that commanders
must be able to deploy and enploy non-lethal systens wthout
sacrificing other critical offensive and defensive capabilities
and options. In all cases, nobility requires not only nobile
weapons and delivery systens, but also easily transportable
ammuni ti on and support equi prent.

The quality of “endur ance” calls for r obust non- | et hal
capabilities. Non-|lethal weapons systens nust be designed to



ensure reliability under the rigors of field enploynent in the
nost austere conditions and in extrenes of climate. Associated
support equipnment nust be as durable as the weapons systens
t hensel ves.

Ease of sustainnent is critical. Routine preventive and
corrective nmintenance of non-lethal capabilities must be
practical wthout resort to evacuation of equipnment from the
theater of operations. Expendable nunitions nust have a |ong
shelf life. They nust be stable, conpatible with other nunitions
for purposes of storage and transport, and easily transportable
by wunnodified tactical vehicles and aircraft using nornal
anmmuni ti on handl i ng procedures.

MAI NTAI N POLI CY ACCEPTABI LI TY

Non- | et hal weapons, many of which enploy relatively new
technol ogi es, have not been fully tested in war or mlitary
operations other than war. Consequently, such weapons have not
been subjected to the sane |evel of scrutiny as have nobst other
famlies of weapons in our inventory. Sone proposed non-|etha

weapons may be forbidden by law or policy. Accordingly, it is
essential that all developnents of non-lethal weapons be
eval uated by appropriate authorities to ensure that they conply
with the law of war, US. law, and U S. treaty obligations.

Chem cal weapons, for instance, nust be evaluated in the context
of the Chem cal Wapons Convention. Sonme of the nobst comonly
enpl oyed non-lethal weapons in the latter half of the 20th
century have been chemical riot control agents designed to

tenporarily incapacitate personnel. New chem cal agents may
appear which possess characteristics limting their effects to
countermateriel use. Such capabilities are w thout clear |egal
precedent and will require careful study and eval uati on.

Non- | et hal weapons  nust al so neet the test of soci al
acceptability. Just as the basic decision to enploy mlitary
force in defense of national interests is usually a matter of
intense public concern, the manner in which that force is
exercised is subject to the sanme scrutiny. As with all weapons
we use, the effects of non-lethal weapons nust be of such a
nature as to be found generally acceptable to our society. In
many cases, the sane considerations will extend to the |arger
international comunity and perhaps the target comunity as



well. Even though they are designed to mnimze fatalities and
serious injuries, some non-lethal weapons or their effects
m ght +or religious or cultural reasons—prove so offensive to
allies or I mport ant neutrals that their use would be
count er producti ve.

PROVI DE REVERSI Bl LI TY | N COUNTERPERSONNEL EFFECTS

Tradi tional mlitary weapons act upon targets W th
indiscrimnate effects resulting in crippling injuries and
death. Non-1ethal weapons should be designed to act in such a
way that their effects on personnel wll be reversible. (Note

however, that there is no requirenent for countermateriel
effects to be reversible.) For exanple, weapons which cause
t enporary di sorientation, passivity, pai n, or | oss of
consciousness could be suitable for consi deration under
Depart ment of Defense non-I|ethal weapons devel opnent prograns.

The preferred nmechanism for reversing non-lethal weapons

effects on personnel should be the sinple passage of tine. In
nost cases, we would expect the influences of non-Iethal weapons
to last froma few mnutes to a few hours. In keeping with the
principle of providing “rheostatic capability,” we wll develop
weapons which allow us to select a “duration of effects.” This
m ght be achieved through the enploynent of capabilities which
are safe enough to permt repeated use against the sane target
with only a negligible increase in the likelihood of causing
serious or permanent injuries. Some technologies may allow us to
select the duration of personnel effects that can be achieved
with a single application.

Sone  proposed non-lethal capabilities would require the
adm nistration of a pharmaceutical or other antidote for the
reversal of effects. This inposes a burden on the operationa
commander by requiring the intervention of nedical personnel and
the commtnent of additional resources. Such capabilities may
have sone applicability in certain scenarios. Ceneral ly,
however, their disadvantages outwei gh their useful ness.

APPLY ACROSS THE RANGE OF M LI TARY OPERATI ONS

Mlitary conflicts vary widely in their purpose, character, and
intensity--the latter being characterized as low, md-, and
hi gh-, depending on the nature of conbat operations. Non-Iletha
weapons may prove useful across the range of operations, which



i ncludes both conventional conbat operations and the many
categories of mlitary operations other than war. W nust
therefore consider how non-lethal capabilities m ght be enployed
in a wde variety of scenari os.

The utility of non-I|ethal weapons in mlitary operations other
than war is widely recognized. For exanple, in such operations
we often find nonconmbatants involved in acts of violence |ike
rioting or looting. In such circunstances, non-Ilethal weapons
provide conmanders an ability to influence the situation
favorably wth reduced risk of nonconbatant casualties and
col | ateral damage.

However, the need to reduce the risks of serious injury to
personnel is not |imted to crowd control scenarios or to
mlitary operations other than war. Tactical applications for
non-|l ethal weapons may exist in any mlitary operation. During
mlitary operations on urbanized terrain (MOUT), for exanple,
sone of the local civilian populace may renmain in an urban area
in the mdst of battle. The traditional solution to such
chal | enges has been the inplenentation of restrictive rules of

engagenent . Non- | et hal capabilities offer commanders nore
flexibility, allowng adoption of Iless restrictive rules of
engagenent W t hout necessarily I ncreasi ng casualties or

destruction. Such perm ssive rules provide subordinates freedom
to enploy appropriate levels of neasured mlitary force to
acconplish their mssions while mnimzing casualties and
col | at er al damage in, for exanpl e, urban countersni per
oper at i ons. Anot her operation m ght i ncl ude a “peace
enforcenent” mssion in which non-lethal weapons are used in an
area-denial role. This would allow us to forcibly separate
conbatants w thout a counterproductive resort to |ethal force

Even in conventional conbat operations, non-lethals mght be
used to capture eneny soldiers for interrogation. A nmajor
theater war, though traditionally characterized by the | east
restraint in the use of | et hal nmeans, may also offer
opportunities for the application of non-lethal weapons. For
instance, it may prove possible to incapacitate or immbilize
| arge eneny concentrations as part of an operational schene of
maneuver .

CORE CAPABI LI TI ES

Core capabilities are those fundanmental conpetencies which
enable us to achieve desired operational outcones. A non-|etha
capability provides a flexible neans of response in order to



protect friendly forces, to influence the actions of potential
adversari es and nonconbatants wi thout resorting to |ethal force,
and to mnimze collateral danage. The <core capabilities
associated wth non-|ethal weapons fall into tw mjor
cat egories: counterpersonnel and counternateriel.

COUNTERPERSONNEL CAPABI LI TI ES

Non- | et hal count erpersonnel capabilities allow the application
of mlitary force to acconplish a mssion with reduced risk of
fatalities or serious casualties anpbng nonconbatants—er even, in
sonme instances, anong eneny forces. W nust explore several
specific non-lethal counterpersonnel capabilities. First, we
will develop non-lethal capabilities for crowd control. This
will include the nmeans to influence the behavior and activities
of a potentially hostile crowd as well as a rioting nob. Wile
there are many simlarities in these two groups, each presents
unique challenges. These <challenges my require radically
di fferent sol utions.

Second, we require the capability to incapacitate individual
personnel. This capability wll provide a neans to capture
specified individuals, such as those inciting a nob to violence
or eneny conbatants we seek to take prisoner. Therefore, we wll
al so exam ne weapons which incapacitate individuals wthout
af fecting those nearby. For the purposes of this concept paper
“Incapacitation” is achieved when weapon effects result in
ei ther physical inability (real or perceived) or nental
disinclination to resist or pose a threat to friendly forces. In
keeping with the guiding principles for non-Ilethal weapons, this
i ncapacitation should be readily reversible, preferably self-
reversing through the passage of tine. This capability my
enpl oy sonme conbination of technologies wused in other core
capabilities—+or exanple, the use of entangling devices that may
al so be designed for area denial.

Third, we require a non-lethal capability to deny personnel
access to an area (land, sea, or air). This can include the use
of physical barriers or of systens which cause disconfort to
those who enter the denied area. Such non-Ilethal area-denial
technologies would possibly be exenpt from sonme of the
restrictions on conventional land or sea mnes. This wll
provi de new possibilities for barrier planning in any type of
mlitary operation, including md- or high-intensity conflict.

Fourth, we require a non-lethal capability to clear facilities



and structures of personnel. This capability wll facilitate
mlitary operations on urbanized terrain (MOUT) by reducing the
risks of nonconbatant casualties and collateral danmage while
simul taneously mnimzing the advantages accruing to an eneny
defending a built-up area.

COUNTERVATERI EL CAPABI LI TI ES

Non- | et hal countermateri el capabilities would enhance US
operations by reducing or elimnating the eneny’s ability to use
his equipnment. A robust non-lethal countermateriel capability
Wil | enable the enploynent of mlitary force to defuse
potentially volatile situations under circunstances in which
nore destructive conventional mlitary neans nmight prove
count er producti ve. For exanpl e, preenptive strikes against
troubl esone, aggressive nations may be politically unacceptable
when only conventional weapons are involved, wth their
attendant high risk of personnel casualties. Wth non-Iethal
countermateriel capabilities, however, an aggressive nation’s
ability to threaten its neighbors could be curtailed with far
less political risk by attacking only weapons and their
supporting infrastructure.

The U S. mlitary non-Ilethal weapons approach will focus on two
specific countermateriel capabilities. The first is an area-
denial capability. W require a non-lethal capability to deny
land areas to vehicles. This requirenent applies to wheel ed,
tracked, and surface-effects vehicles. It may include physica
barriers, systenms that render vehicles tenporarily inoperable
within the systens’ zone of influence, and systens which reduce
the trafficability of terrain. It may al so be possible to design
simlar area-denial systens for seaspace and/or airspace. Such
systens mght be designed to so degrade the responsiveness of
sea vessels or aircraft that operators would be reluctant to
enter the designated area or find it extrenely difficult to
deliver ordnance on target. Wwen applied to aircraft, such
systens obviously pose a real, but nonetheless significantly
reduced, risk of fatalities or serious injuries to pilots and
aircrew.

Second, we require a non-lethal capability to disable or
neutralize specific types of equipnment and facilities. This
capability enconpasses a w de range of subcategories based on
the variety of equipnment types to be targeted. There are nany
technologies to be explored in this area. For exanple, we may
produce systens that alter the conmbustion properties of fuels

the viscosity of lubricants, or the ability of vehicles to gain



traction. Oher technologies may cause the enbrittlenment or

decay of r ubber, attacking tires, hoses, gasket s, and
i nsul ati on. Sone countermateri el non-lethals may act as
adhesi ves, gluing doors and hatches shut or tires and tracks to
road surfaces. Using chem cal, el ectronic, or acousti cal
systens, it may be possible to shut down or burn out vehicle,
vessel, or aircraft electrical systens or to fuse the netal

parts in key equipnment without harming its human operators. As
with non-lethal area-denial weapons, when applied to aircraft
such systens pose a significant, but nonethel ess reduced, risk
to pilots and other aircrew

SUMVARY

Throughout history, changes in culture and technology have
i nfluenced the character of mlitary force and the nanner in
which it is enployed. In the sense that non-lethal weapons
represent an attenpt to maximze the utility of mlitary force
in a new military and political environnent, they represent
advances in technol ogy precipitated by a change in culture.

Today, U S. mlitary forces regularly perform their mssions in
an operational envi r onnent t hat would have been nearly
i nconcei vable just a few decades ago. In this new environnent,
firepower and the threat to use it are no |onger appropriate
solutions to sonme crises or problems which in the past were
considered anenable to a mlitary solution. Senior |eaders face
a new level of public sensitivity concerning the proper role of
mlitary power as an elenment of national security. Field
commanders nust respect these sensitivities and seek to achieve
the Nation’s policy goals through the neasured use of mlitary
force. Junior |eaders nust execute the resulting decisions
wsely in situations filled with uncertainty and danger.

In the conplex and changi ng nodern  worl d, non- | et hal
capabilities offer an opportunity to increase the utility of the
mlitary element of national power. A capability to apply
nmeasur ed mlitary force under a variety of tactica
circunstances and across the entire spectrum of conflict wll
provide the flexibility our forces need to successfully adapt to
t he chal | enges of the future.



ANNEX A

SCENARI OS FOR NON- LETHAL WEAPONS EMPLOYMENT

Wiile non-lethal weapons do not change the basic nature of
mlitary operations, they do add a new dinension by expanding
the nunber of options available to a commander. The follow ng
hypot heti cal scenario explores the potential value of non-Iethal
weapons, i ncor porating el enent s dr awn from contenporary
operational experience. This scenario is presented as a series
of vignettes, each of which involves a different tactical

situation, reflecting the range of mlitary operations. It
denonstrates the degree to which the increased flexibility
provided by non-|ethal weapons can enhance operations,

permtting the application of neasured mlitary force under a
wi de variety of circunstances.

THE SI TUATI ON

The United States has deployed a Joint Task Force to provide
humani tarian assistance to a Third Wrld nation. That nation is
suffering famne as a result of civil war and anarchy. The
oper at i onal envi ronnent IS nonperm ssive, uncertain, and
chaotic. The capital city, scarred by heavy fighting, is honme to
several hundred thousand people. The present population is a
conmbi nation of longtinme residents, displaced refugees from rural
areas, relief workers, and thousands of arnmed gunnen whose
factions frequently fight pitched battles in the streets as they
struggle for control of various nei ghborhoods.

The tactical situation is unpredictable. U S. patrols nay be net
by smiling crowds on one corner and by gunfire on the next. A
day later, the situation wll be reversed. Attenpts to
di stribute energency supplies are hazardous. Wenever energency
wor kers appear, huge crowds invariably gather. Scattered am dst
the hungry civilians seeking relief are the arned adherents of
various factions. However, many of the armed individuals in the
crowmd are arned only for their own safety. The people swarm
inpatiently. Sone, including children, dart onto trucks and
attenpt to steal supplies. Rocks are thrown, sonetines at
random sonetines between factions within the crowd, sonetines
at US mlitary personnel and relief workers. There are weapons
ever ywhere. It is inpossible to distinguish friends from
potential foes.

To add to the conplexity of the situation, a neighboring state
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has recognized one of the nore violent armed factions as the
legitimate government. At the invitation of this faction, the
nei ghboring country’ s arnmy has crossed the border and occupied a
| ong- cont est ed district. The occupi ers possess strong
conventional mlitary forces, including tanks and artillery.
These units have not taken any hostile action against US.
forces, but have conducted artillery attacks against opposing
| ocal factions. They are also supplying weapons and amunition
to local forces in order to influence the outconme of the crisis.

The JTF has set up roadblocks within the capital city and begun
aggressive patrolling in order to establish a visible presence.
JTF troops enplace strongpoints near key urban terrain, hoping
to pronote a sense of order and to restore stability in
nei ghbor hoods. OQher JTF forces provide security and other
assistance to nongovernment organizations distributing relief
suppl i es.

The JTF commander has established rules of engagenent (ROE)
which permt the use of force in self-defense, to protect
nonconbatants, and to facilitate mssion acconplishnent. These
RCE allow the use of non-lethal weapons when hostile intent is
uncertain or to protect nonconmbatants so |ong as the use of such
weapons does not endanger friendly forces. In all cases, the ROE
clearly maintain the right and responsibility to enploy deadly
force when necessary for individual and unit protection in the
face of hostile acts or hostile intent.

MOUT: CASE |

Because the JTFs mssion is humanitarian assistance, the
commander’s policy is to avoid becoming involved in the host
nation’s internecine warfare unless it threatens U S. forces,
nonconbatants, or m ssion acconplishnment. The first challenge to
this policy occurs late at night when a pair of rival clans
begin a firefight in a crowded neighborhood near a US.
strongpoint. A few rounds of small arms fire inpact near the
Ameri can position. These appear to be sinply stray rounds but it
is inpossible to be certain. In any event, the RCE clearly
permt the use of deadly force in self-defense. However, the
nonconm ssioned officer in charge at the strongpoint knows that
the neighborhood is crowled wth nonconbatants and does not
believe that the immediate danger to the U S. squad justifies
returning fire. He contacts higher headquarters and requests
assi st ance.

A reaction platoon quickly arrives on the scene, nounted in
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arnored personnel carriers (APCs). The platoon comrander swiftly
assesses the situation and identifies two buildings that appear
to harbor gunnen. Two small, unmanned ground vehicles (UGVs)
deploy from one of the APCs. These nove rapidly into the two
buil dings, guided by renote control. Once inside, the UGVs
enploy a non-lethal counterpersonnel weapon that causes al nost
i mredi ate i ncapacitation to those exposed. In a few nonments, the
gunfire sputters, then ceases. Sone of the gunnen-as well as
several bystanders—becone dizzy, weak, and disoriented. Ohers
| ose consci ousness al toget her.

The troops of the reaction platoon disnmount and advance toward
the buildings in tactical formation and with weapons ready. Once
i nside, they nove quickly fromroomto room recovering weapons
and using flexible handcuffs to secure all persons suspected of
having participated in the firefight. One gunman, who has
apparently escaped the effects of the non-lethal weapon

attenpts to fire his rifle. A reaction force soldier
unhesitatingly shoots him

Wthin a few mnutes, the effects of the non-Ilethal weapon begin
to wear off. Meanwhile, the reaction platoon collects al
suspects and firearns in the street. As the suspects are
evacuated to the rear for processing, an APC runs over the
weapons, destroying them on the spot. An interpreter
acconpanying the U S. troops uses a bullhorn to explain to the
| ocal residents what has occurred. He offers nedical assistance
to anyone who was wounded in the firefight or who mght have
suffered any ill effects from the non-lethal weapon. A nother
brings forward a child with a broken arm apparently sustained
ina fall.

A television crew followng the reaction platoon has recorded
the entire event. The reporter interviews the reaction platoon’s
commander, a lieutenant, who acknow edges the regrettable death
of one gunman. He stresses, however, that the availability of
non- | et hal weapons allowed him to quickly stabilize the
situation wthout resorting to a traditional, firepower-
intensive, building-clearing procedure which would certainly
have resulted in nunmerous nonconbatant casualties. The reporter
conjectures that the child s broken arm was probably caused by a
fall resulting from the effects of the non-lethal weapon. The
I i eutenant acknow edges that possibility, but also notes that
the child s injuries are relatively mnor. He reiterates that,
whi l e non-| ethal weapons nmay have resulted in a broken arm they
certainly saved many |Ilives and prevented many potentially
crippling wounds.
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PREEMPTI VE STRI KE

Wthin the disputed border region, mlitary forces from the
nei ghboring state continue to consolidate their positions. The
menber governnments  of the regional cooperative security
organi zation are divided concerning this neighbor’s claimto the
di sputed territory. Their conpromse solution is to issue a
nonbi ndi ng request that the neighbor withdraw its troops and
cease its arns deliveries to the warring factions. This request
goes unheeded. Instead, the invading force steps up its mlitary
activity, extending patrols beyond the disputed border region
into a district soon scheduled to receive relief supplies under
US mlitary escort. This increased mlitary activity is
acconpani ed by a propaganda canpaign labeling U S. intervention
as “the reckless act of a colonialist bully.”

It is not entirely clear, however, that the invading force has
any hostile intent with respect to U S. forces. At best it can
be said that the JTF faces a potentially hostile force in
position to interfere wwth m ssion acconplishnment. Additionally,
the regional cooperative security organization has not
denonstrated the will to support US. mlitary action. Wile the
JTF is clearly capable of decisively defeating the neighboring
nation's forces, the resulting casualties m ght have unfavorable
political repercussions. These mght weaken the perceived
legitimacy of the U S. presence and thus threaten both regiona
support and m ssion acconplishnent.

The JTF commander elects to elimnate the threat of hostile
action t hr ough a preenptive strike usi ng non- | et ha
countermateriel weapons. The Joint Force Air Conponent
commander recommends a non-lethal airstrike. Land- and seabased
aircraft and UAVs carry out the attack under cover of darkness.
As electronic warfare aircraft blind hostile radars, strike
aircraft attack |large concentrations of vehicles, artillery, and
air defense weapons. UAVs engage a nunber of snaller, outlying
positions. The ordnance used affects electrical systens. The
strike disables approximately 30 percent of vehicles in the
target area and alnmost all of the nobile electric power
generators associated with air defense systens. The potentially
hostile force has suffered no personnel casualties but has been
rendered operationally immobile and unable to defend itself
agai nst further airstrikes, should these prove necessary.

The JTF commander issues a statement to the press describing
this non-lethal countermateriel strike. He also expresses his
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resolve to apply whatever neasured mlitary force is necessary
in order to protect the JTF, ensure the safety of nonconbatants,
and prevent interference with m ssion acconplishnent.

Rl O CONTROL

In the neighborhood surrounding the Anerican Enbassy, U S.
forces have established roadblocks to prevent the novenent of
weapons into the area. At these roadbl ocks, security personnel
halt and search all civilian vehicles, confiscating weapons. JTF
civil-mlitary relations units have spread the word throughout
town that weapons will not be permtted near the Enbassy and
that those who normally travel armed for their own protection
should stay away from that area. The troops manning the
roadbl ocks are prepared for trouble. On a nunber of occasions,
armed gunnen have “tested the system” only to have their
weapons confiscated after tense confrontations.

A civilian vehicle approaches a roadbl ock at higher than nornmal

speed. To security personnel, it appears that the driver does
not intend to stop. As the vehicle crashes through the wooden
gate, the troops open fire, killing three locals, including a

small child. An exam nation reveals that the vehicle s brakes
had failed and that the occupants were an unarned and i nnocent
famly.

As word of the incident spreads, crowds of angry locals begin to
gather in the neighborhoods surrounding the Enbassy, chanting
anti-U S. slogans. It is evident that while a few are arned, the
vast mjority are not. At an energency press conference,
reporters challenge the actions of the U S. troops, asking why
non-lethal nmeans were not enployed to halt the vehicle.
Acknow edgi ng the unfortunate incident and offering synpathy for
the victins, the JTF conmander rem nds the reporters of previous
incidents in which US. forces sustained casualties under
simlar circunstances. He explains that the autonpobile in
question had to be considered a threat and that the actions of
security personnel were appropriate under the circunstances. He
further explains that the JTF wll continue to take al
reasonable precautions to protect both nonconbatants and JTF
forces. He notes, however, that the presence of non-|ethal
weapons in the area of operations cannot guarantee that
accidents will never occur in an environnent like this one,
characteri zed by danger and uncertainty.

Later, a very large and angry nob surges through roadbl ocks and
gathers in front of the Enbassy. A few people hurl rocks at
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guards behind the fence, causing no injuries. Then, soneone
throws two honemade firebonbs into the Enbassy conpound. As
guards nove to extinguish the flanes, an unseen gunnan, | ost
within the huge crowd, fires two shots. A bullet smashes the
wi ndshield of a truck parked behind the Enbassy fence. In
accordance with the established ROE, the guards take cover and
i medi ately return fire using non-Ilethal weapons: aqueous foans
laced with irritants. These have sone effect on the nearest
rioters but the remainder continue to press toward the conpound.
A small UAV suddenly appears, swooping |low along the street. It
drops pepper spray and “stingball” grenades throughout the
crowd. A general panic results and the crowd flees the area.
Several injured persons are |left behind, nost of them tranpled
in the crowmd s hasty retreat.

After an hour of relative calm crowds again begin to gather in
t he nei ghborhoods around the Enbassy. Intelligence agents report
that armed nen are attenpting to rally their adherents, whipping
the people into a frenzy for another assault on the Enbassy.
Wthout waiting for the nmob to grow, the JTF comrander calls for
non-| ethal weapons to defuse the situation. Soon, a helicopter
appears sone distance away, well out of the effective range of
small arnms. Unknown to the gathering crowd, this helicopter
mounts a non-lethal counterpersonnel area-denial system wth
standoff capability. From over a kiloneter away, the helicopter
crew directs the weapon at the largest groups of would-be
rioters. As the system takes effect, the people imediately
flee.

Once a state of relative calm has returned, the JTF conmander
meets with local civil leaders and explains his decision to
enpl oy non-lethal capabilities to restore order. He expresses
relief that the system succeeded in this instance but warns that
further violence, especially when weapons are involved, m ght
require the JTF to use deadly force. The civil |eaders agree to
spread the word anong their people.

MOUT: CASE ||

The JTF' s presence has caused the arned factions to wthdraw
from those sections of the city regularly patrolled by US.
forces. As these groups attenpt to establish their dom nance in
ot her sections of the city, fighting breaks out and soon reaches
maj or proportions. For the first tine since the U S. depl oynent,
the factions use their heavy weapons systens: how tzers, heavy
machi ne guns, nortars, and even a few ol der-nodel tanks. The
fighting results in a nmounting toll of nonconbatant casualties
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and significant collateral property danage. In one sector of the
city, fire rages out of control. It has already consuned nost of
a city block

The National Conmand Authorities direct the JTF commander to
restore order. Thus the mssion shifts from humanitarian
assistance to peace enforcenment. As JTF units approach the
enbattl ed sectors of the city, reconnaissance units report that
sone of the factions are forcibly detaining civilians wthin
their hones. One intelligence report indicates that the factions
expect to gain protection from superior U S. firepower through
this ploy. The JTF begins its assault. Despite the radically
altered tactical situation, it is not necessary to nodify the
RCE. Non-lethal weapons remain an inportant tool for conducting
building clearing operations. Lethal force is still authorized
at the discretion of |ocal comanders when it is necessary or
prudent to ensure adequate force protection or mssion
acconpl i shnent .

Using standard MOUT tactics, U'S. units isolate a neighborhood
and deploy to attack. Several arnored personnel carriers
nmounti ng unusual antennas take up positions near the JTF s first
objective. Two of the vehicles adjust position slightly as the
antennas pitch and roll on their nounts, responding to cues from
a digital position and direction-finding system In a few
nmonments, an indicator light flashes on a control panel to show
that the antenna array is properly set and the system is ready
for operation. A vehicle crewman throws a swtch. The system
propagates an acoustic energy beam which the antenna array
directs against one of the buildings. The sanme sighting device
that normally serves the vehicle’'s antitank mssile system is
connected to the antenna array via conputer. As the vehicle
commander takes aim through the sight, the antennas adjust their
al i gnnment, changing the direction of the beam

Wthin a few seconds, the firing slackens and the acoustic
energy beamis shut down. Infantrynmen disnount fromthe APCs and
maneuver rapidly toward the building. Inside, they find nost of
the occupants tenporarily incapacitated. The nonconbatants are
huddl ed together in a few roons, while the shooters are
positioned throughout the building but unable to fire their
weapons. The JTF infantrynen evacuate prisoners and captured
weapons to the rear. Cvil-mlitary relations teans follow up
the assault wth nedical attention for those who have been
wounded in the fighting. There are no deaths or injuries
attributable to the acoustic energy weapon or to U S. firepower.
Television journalists record the entire event and transmt
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their stories in near-real tine via satellite.

This scene is repeated several tinmes as the JTF noves from bl ock
to block, clearing and securing buildings. The process is not
al wvays flawl ess. Eneny heavy weapons crews, firing from covered
positions outside the effective range of the JTF s acousti cal

systens, have to be taken out wth precision-guided nunitions
(PGws). Overall, however, the results of the day s action are
very satisfying to the JTF commander. The factions have
wi t hdrawn, apparently recognizing that the new weapon robs them
of the protection they expected to gain by fighting from
civilian-occupied buildings in the presence of television
caneras. Nonconbatant casualties are mnimal —+ar fewer than
woul d normal |y be expected in a MOUT situation using traditiona

weapons. Media reaction is very positive. It appears that the
journalists have begun to understand that non-I|ethal weapons are
i ntended to augnent, but not replace, deadly force.

PEACEKEEPI NG

The two largest factions have wthdrawmm to the countryside
surrounding the capital city, salvaging many of their heavy
weapons. The latter include nortars and a few tanks which once
bel onged to the now defunct national armnmy. They have established
enclaves in two popul ated valleys separated by a high, rugged
ridgeline running fromthe country’s heavily jungled interior to
a point about eight kilometers from the coast. The terrain
between the spur of the nountain range and the sea is flat and
thickly forested. A coastal highway passes through the area, as
do several smaller roads and trails connecting the neighboring
val l eys now harboring the opposing armed factions. An infornmal
boundary |ine has been drawn between these arned canps. Although
there has been no heavy fighting since the battle in the city,
sonme incidents have occurred as nonconbatants attenpt to
traverse this boundary in search of food or lost relatives.
Gunnen have harassed and sonetines killed hapless refugees,
causing the rival faction to retaliate. The situation is tense.

The National Command Authorities direct the JTF to maintain
peace until such time as a conbined regional force operating
under the auspices of the U N can assune the mssion. The JTF
commander plans an obstacle and barrier system to assist in
controlling novenent across the boundary. This econony of force
measure Wl | free other forces to continue hunmanitarian
assi stance operations. After consulting the JTF staff judge
advocate and the engineer officer, the commander elects to
enplace a non-lethal barrier system The use of nonexpl osive,
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non-lethal barrier devices wll mtigate the post-deploynent
hazards associated with traditional m nes.

The system includes a conbination of old and new technol ogi es.
Tradi tional barbed wire marks the line and serves as a deterrent
to the nerely curious. Were roads cross the boundary, JTF
troops man checkpoints. Each of these checkpoints includes a
hardened strongpoint arned wth conventional antiarnor and
anti personnel weapons. At all other points along the boundary
where the warring factions mght be tenpted to infiltrate
vehi cles, engineers enplace automated systens that dispense a
variety of “vehicle stoppers.” Upon the approach of an
unaut hori zed vehicle, these can be activated by either renote
coormand or an automatic sensing device. These weapons are
nontoxic and “environnentally friendly.” The barrier system al so
i ncludes non-1lethal counterpersonnel devices. Like the vehicle
stoppers, these can be activated by command or automatically
activated by sophisticated sensors progranmmed to detect human
presence. These systens use a conbination of effects, enplaced
in “layers” starting with pepper spray and entangling devices
and escalating to non-lethal directed-energy weapons. Intruders
who attenpt to infiltrate through this “rheostatic” barrier wll
encounter a series of personnel effects of ever-increasing
intensity. Mst inportant, the entire obstacle belt is kept
under continuous observation through a conbination of patrols,

observation posts, and sensors. It is also covered by
conventional |ethal weapons, just l|like a traditional obstacle
system The factions are advised that any attenpt to force the
barrier will be net by overwhel m ng firepower.

Following the installation of the barrier, the factions conduct
probes, attenpting to infiltrate small groups of arned nen. Most
turn back after encountering the initial l|ayers of non-|ethal
count er personnel devices. In one instance, however, a squad-
sized group presses on and attenpts to destroy one of the
directed-energy transmtters within the obstacle belt. A JTF
reaction force counterattacks imediately, killing two gunnmen
and wounding three. Attenpts to penetrate the barrier soon
cease.

MARI TI ME | NTERCEPTI ON

The boundary between the factional territories ends at the sea.
When the barrier system proves effective in halting infiltration
by land, the factions attenpt to circunvent it using seaborne
infiltration. Of the coast, US. naval forces support the
peacekeeping effort by boarding and inspecting suspicious
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vessels in order to prevent such infiltration.

Most of the Ilocal coastal traffic consists of slow fishing
vessels which naval patrol craft easily nonitor and board. One
of the factions, however, has acquired two very fast comercia
speedboats. At night, one of these boats attenpts a high-speed
run from a river outlet, noving rapidly along the coast toward
the coastal portion of the opposing faction’s enclave. U S
naval units detect the boat and imrediately determ ne that due
to its very high speed patrol craft will not be able to overhaul
it prior to its arrival near the opposing faction’s enclave. A
destroyer |aunches a UAV which flies an intercept course under
renmot e gui dance. The UAV s onboard sensors soon detect and |ock
on to the boat. An operator onboard the destroyer then renotely
activates a “vessel stopper” system on the UAV causing the
boat’s engine to die. As the boat drifts, a U S. patrol craft
arrives. An interpreter orders the occupants of the boat to
prepare to receive a boarding party. The Anerican sailors
confiscate several weapons, arr est the boat’s <crew and
passengers, and rig it for towng back to the capital city’'s
port.

CONCLUSI ON

The above vignettes depict the uncertainty inherent in war and
in the conduct of mlitary operations other than war. In the
scenari o, non- | et hal weapons enhanced t he core conbat

capabilities of U'S. troops by bridging the gap between threats
and deadly force. This added capability created a conplete
conti nuum of force from which comanders and troops could sel ect
appropriate effects. The tactical flexibility thus achieved
ensured that concerns for public and nedia reaction, m ssion
acconpl i shnent force protection, and t he safety of
nonconbat ants remai ned i n bal ance.
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